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REMARKS 

Applicants thaiik tlie Examiner for the very thorough. GOnsideration given the present 

application. 

Claims 1-8 are now present in this appHcation. Claims i , 2, 7 and 8 ai-e independent. 

By this Amendment, ameTidnieTits have been made to the Abstract of the Disclosure and 
specificatiGn, daim 9 is canceled, and claims 1-8 have been amended. No new matter is 
involved. 

Reconsideration of this application, as amended, is respectfully recjuested. 

Friorin^ Under 35 aS. C § 1 19 

Applicants thank the Examiner for acknowledging Applicants' eiaim for foreigii priority 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1.19, and receipt of the certified priority doctjment. 

Information Disciosure Citation 

Applicants thank the Examiner for considering tlie references suppjied with the 
Information Disclostire Statement filed on August 3, 2006, and for providing Appiicants with an 
initialed copy of the PTO/SB/08 form filed tlierewith. 



Appiicants aeknowiedge receipt of the indication on the Fonn PtlOL-326 that the 
draw:ings filed on Janaar>' 26, 2007 are accepted. 
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Objection to the Abstmct of the Disclosure 

Hie Exmniner has objected to the Abstract of the Disclosure because of a grairanatical 

issue. 

In order to overcome this objection, AppHeants have amended the Abstract of the 
Disclosure in accordance with the Examiner's suggestiGn. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of this objeetion are respectfully requested, 

Specificatwn Objection 

I lie Examiner has oojected to the specitication because ol several mformalities. In order 
to o\er(.oi-ni. thiS ot>icction Appncams hd\c amended *hc specification n-" oidei to correct the 
dehciencies poirf ted out oy the Examiner. 

Wun resoecT to use m tne speciifcanon oT the ten-nmoiogv "mechanism CAD .svstem' 
\i ] L n c [.vctl d ^ s i^i lus d at fN mean! is i^icar and dt, i iitc n tn... i t^la iisn ^ vD 
system is understood by one of ordinary skill ni the art as a CAD svstem used witn a 
mechanism. 

'Shnh ra^pccl lo the numDennu ooerauon and "numDenns system issues. .Annhcant 
rcsp<.ct^i is ^ibii s nu the sncciticatu j ciccilv lauiti} thi diil«. ct t u>n onl c ! al C 
5,\stcn-> m^iagt 1 ci data using their own identification lumbeis and that an u teg'-atca C\D 
s>^tuD uses a nur bei ig operation to keep the unified C \D data pioptil) numbeied Applicants 
liso '-espeet^u'l-/ submt^ tha one o^ oramarv skill in die a a cleanv unacistands that s eh 
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conventional nmiibering systems are readily understood by one of ordinary skill in the art and/or 
are derivable by one of ordinary skill: in the art without undue ejcperimentation. 

Reconsideration and reconsideration and vvithdrawa} of this objection are respectfuily 
requested. 

Claim Obiectims 

The Examinef has objected to clainis 5, 8 and 9 because of several inforinalities. In order 
to overcome this objection, Applicants have amended claims 5 and 8 in order to cofrect the 
deficiencies pointed out by the Examiner, and have mooted the objection to claim 9, which has 
been caticeled. ReGOnsiderafion and withdrawal of this objection are respectfuliy fequested. 

Mekciion Under 35 a& Q § 112, 2^'' Parasrmh 

Ci ' ^ s - " nd 9 stand rejected under 35 U S C § 112, 2"" Paragraph 'Hiis rejection is 

respecttul i v tra v erseci . 

initially. Applicant notes that the rejection is moot with respect to claim 9, which has 
been canceled. 

The test for compliance with the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 4f 11 2, as stated m Miles 
lab liK \ S'.o '(!'>! , r:d S'^O. 875. r LSP02d ! 123, 12') (i cO { .r ' 
Jemtci^ IS. h\; (1994;, iS wacthcr one skilled m the ail woulu jncicr^tarci tnc b<,ure-, oi 
the claims when read m light of the specification if the claims, read m light of the >ipecifi cation, 
reasonably appiis^ those skilled m the art of the scope of the in\cntion. Section 112 demands no 
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mote. See also In re Memi, 519 F.2d 1390, 1396, 186 USPQ 471, 476 (CCPA 1975), which 
staled that the question under Section 112, second paragraph is whether the claim ianguage,, 
when read by a person of ordinaiy skill in the art in Hght of the specificalioa, describes the 
subject matter with sufficient precision that the bounds of the claimed subject matter are distinct. 
See also In re Wcimerdam, 33 F3d 1354, 1361, 31 USPQSd 1754, 1759 (Fed, Cir. 1994}. 
Moreover, this claim recites "substantially." Use: of that ten-n in a claim does not render the 
chnm indefinite if the specification provides a standard Vv'hereby one of ordinary skill in the art 
would understand what is claimed when the claim is read in light of the specification. See Seattle 
Box Co., Inc. V. indusinal Coating and packmg. Inc., 731 F.2d 818, 826, 221 USPQ 568, 573-4 
(Fed. Cir. 1984), 

The second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. §1 12 requires claims to be set out and cirGumscribe a 
particular area with a reasonable degree of precision and parti euiarity. See In m Jokmon, 558 
F,2d 1008, 1015, 194 USPQ 187, 193 (CCPA 1977). 

Applicant respectMy submits that the claims folly comply with 35 U,S.C. §112, second 
paragraph as they staiid aiid because one of ordinar>' skill in &e art can readily detennine the 
rnetes and bounds of the invention. 

With respect to the language "virtuaily shared state,"' Applicant respectfully submits that 
the meafting of that language is clear to one of ordinary skill in the art from reading the 
speeiltcation and the amended claims. 

Applicant also notes that the claims have been amended such that they are not written in 
"means-plus-function" format and so that all of the issues based on claims being written in this 
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fbrmat have been obviated. Applicants respectfuily submit tiiat the claims, as amended, 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which. .Applicants regard as the 
invention. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are respectfuily 
requested. 

Reeonsideratioti and withdrawal of this fejeciion is respectfuliy requested. 

Rekction Under 3 S USX. § 101 

Claims L 7 and 8 stand rejected under 35 USC §101 for being direGted to i*jon$tatutory 
subject matter. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claiins I, 7 and 8 have been amended to fully comply with the requh-ements of 35 USC 
§101 in that the method of claim 1 is recited as a computerized method which displays geometricai 
infomiation for u.se in development of a product, the system claims are clearly tied to a computer 
with a display .for displaying the geometrical information for use in development of a product, and 
claim 7 recites a computer program embodied in or oii a computer readable medium, thereby 
complying with tlie requiremeiits of 35 USC §'101. . 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection: are respectfully requested. 



Rejection Under 35 aS.C. S 102 

Claims i, 2, 3, 5 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § lQ2(b) as being anticipated by 
Wri^t et ai. ("Wrigiat"). This rejection is respectfuliy traversed. 
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A complete discussion of the Examiner's rejectipn is set fbrth in the Office Action, and is 
not being repeated here. 

\ pi frau ciwicnoL antiupa V. subjt.c{ i i .Ut <. a d I'j i 1 i <^ d s^' -^i.- 

c\crv leature oi the claimed ir\ention, chci ^KplKith o' mi cu iix / n \ci i 
M7?, 1477, 44 VhVQld 1429, 1431 {Fed 19971 and Hazam i Itd'i Trade Comm'n, '2C h 3(1 
.47"^ 1477 44 USPQ2d n58, 1361 0 Cir 1997) While of course, it is possible that it is 
inherent m Ine p^ rat op if he pi or cc*hn ^ laiticula ^!cmuit oplu cs as taeip/vU n riK 

I Xcunnci nhv^rcxv iray not DC establ' iicd bv piobaoiitic or pos^jibduics W^it s m'tav nuV 
neccsbanly be disclosed See In ie Oehich, 666 F 2d 578, 581, 212 LSFQ ^-23 326 (CCPA I9S1 i 
LtieR'lckaut 9 F 3d 1531, 1^34, 28 bSPQ2d 195S ?957(}ed Cu 199^) 

Danng patent examination the PIG beais the initial brrden of presenting a pnma facie 
v-ase oi anpalent?*-ilit. See In ic Ol ^kci 977 I ^d 1443 ')4 I S ^Q'^c ^'^^ 1^4 et 

Cu \992\ 'n rc I .u tck> 74- t 2i 408 1472 ir- VS^Q Ih^ TS'^ U cd li 96-^ Mn. 
PI O (ails to meet this burden, tlien tlie applicant is entitled to the patent. However, when a prima 
facie case is made, the burden shifts to the applicant to come forward with evidence and/or 
•^rau It -uppoit ng pa*t il ib h \ Patui b hi i ' //( / tMhei c^cteiniPLO on hv, enttr^n of Ux 
CwO d \ a p cpond>^i arce oi c iduK^ anl vscigbt of argansci In rt Oiuag 'S2 I bPQ2a 
(Fed. Gir. 2002). 

Moreover, as stated in MPEP §707,6:7(d), where a claim i$ refltsed for any reason relating 
to the merits thereof it should be "rejected" and die gfound of rejection itilly and clearly stated. 

Additionally, nndings of fact and conclusions of law by the USPTO must be; made in 
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accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 §706(A), (E) (1994). See Zurko v. 

Dickinson, 527 U.S. 1 50, 158, 119 S.Ct. 1816, 1821, 50 USPQ2d 1930, 1934 (1999). 

A ciaim limitation is inherent in the prior art if it is necessarily present in the prior art, not 
merely probably or possibly present. See Rosea v. Mirro Lite, 304 F.3d 1373, 1380, 64 USPQ2d 
1676 (Fed. Cir. 2002). The dispositive question regarding antieipation is whether one skilled in 
the art would reasonably understand or infer frorn tiie prior re|ereri:Ge'.s teaching that every clairn 
feature or limitation was disclosed in that single reference, Dayco Products, Inc. v. Total 
Coniaimnent, Inc., 329 F.3d 1358, 1368, 66 USPQ2d 1801 (Fed. Cir. 2003). 

Claim 1, as amended, recites a eotnputerized design parameter managing method for 
managing design parameters used respectively in a plurahty of dilfeent CAD systems, comprising: 
performing computerized separatiGn of C AD data u.sed', respectively, in the plurality pf CAD 
systerns into geometrical infbmiation and attribute information; perfomiing computerized setting Up 
of arbitrary design parameters among design parameters used respectively in the plurality of 
different CAD systems into a virtually shared state aiTtong the plurality of different CAD sj'Stems; 
performing com.puterized correlation of the separated attribute infonuation with the parameters set 
up into the virtually .shared slate; perftrsTning computerized accessing and recognizing of the 
Sepai-ated attribute information con-elated with the parameters set up into the virtually shared slate 
among CAD data used respectively in tiie respective GAD systems; performing computerized 
management of geomietrica;! infbnnation of die param.eters set up into &e virtually shared state 
which are correlated with the accessed and recognized^ attribute information as objects with data 
compatibility in the plurality of ditferent CAD systems; performing management of geometrical 
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information other tlian that of the parameters set up into the virtually shared state which arc 
correlated w^Ah 'Jic ;;ccc<.sof! .'iud rccogrii/cd attribute infonriUtion as objocis -o,-'tbciut data 
coir.patibdr.y -v, !'! c piurdht\ ot different CAD systems: and dispiasing the gcometiica} information 
for use in dcvelopsncnt of a product, 

Glaim 2, as amended, reeites a computerized design parameter managing system for 
iTianaging design parameters used respectively in a plurality of different CAD systems, comprising: 
a computerized system component for separating CAD data used respectively m the plurality of 
different CAD systems into gcometncal infuniiation and attribute lutbnTialion; a computen/cd 
system component for setting up arbitrary design parameters among the design parameters used 
respeetiveiy in the pltsrahty of ditFerent CAD systems into a virtually shared state aip.ong the 
plurality of different CAD systems; a computerized system component for correlating the separated 
attnbute data wbh the parameters >el up into the MriuaUy =h:ircd ^V^*^: a computeri/ed system 
component for acce-ising and recogni/ing tiie separated attnbute data conchtct: with the parameters 
set up into the virtually shared state among the CAD data used respectively in the plurality of 
different CAD systems; a eomputeriised system component for managing geometrical information 
of the parameters set up into the vinually shared state ^vbich are coiTclated wirh the separated 
attribute data as objecis data compatibility in the plurality of dilicrcnt CAD systems; a 
computerized system component for managing geometrical information other tlian that of the 
parameters set up into tlic virtually shar^xi state which arc correlated xvitli the separated attribute 
;:uoT7ija-jun as objects without data compatibility in the plurality of different CAD systems; and a 
display for dispiaying the geometrical information for use in development of a product. 
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Applicants fespectfully submit tliat Wriglit does not aaticipate the subjeet matter of claims 
1, 2,, 3, 5 and 7. For example, Wriglit contains no disclosure of pertbnning computerized 
sepaa-ation of CAD data used, respectively, in the plufality of CAD systems into geometrical 
infonTiation and attribute information, as recited in claim 1, or a computerized system component 
for separating CAD data us®3 respectively in the plurality of different CAD systems into 
geometrical infonnation and attribute information, as recited in claims 2, 3 and 5, or a computer 
program embodied on or in a computer readable medium for executing the design parameter 
managing method of claim 1 as recited in claim 7, Nor does Wright disclose tlie additional 
computerized method steps of claim 1, or the additional computerized system components of 
claims 2., 3 and 5, or the computer prograiji embodied on or in a computef readable medium of 
claim 7. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection of claims 1-3, 5 and 7 are 

respectfully requested:. 

Rekctions under B5 U.S.C §103 

Claims 4 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C:. § lOSfa) as being unpatentable over Wri^t. 

Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 USC §103{a) as being unpatentable over Wright in view of U.S. 
patent application Publication 2003/0001839 to Tatsuiiiro. This rejection is respectfully ti-aversed. 

A complete discussion of the Examiner's rejection is set forth in the Office Action, and is 
not being repeated here. 

Because the rejection is based on 35 U.S.C. §103, what is in issue in such a rejection Is 
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"the invention as a whole, "not just a few features of the claimed invention. Under 35 U.S.C. 
§103, " [a] patent may not be obtained . . . if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skiil in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains." The determination under §103 is whether the claiitied invention as a 
whole would have been obvious to & person of ordinary skili in the art at the time liie invention 
was made. See in re OTarrell, 853 F.2d 894, 902, 7 lJSPQ2d 1673, 1680 (Fed. Cir. 1988). In 
determining obviousness, the invention must be considered as a whole and the claims must be 
considered in their entirety. See Medtronic, Inc. v. Cardmc Pam/nakers. Inc., Ill F.2d 1563, 
1567, 220 USPQ 97, 101 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

In rejecting claims under 35 U.S.C. §103, it is incumbent on the Examiner to establish a 
factual basis to suppon the legal conclusion of obviousness. See In re Fine, 837 F,2d 1071, 1073 , 
5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). in so doing, the Examiner is expected to make the 
factual dGterminations set forth in Orahmn v John Deere Co.^ 383 U.S. \, 17, 148 USPQ 459, 
467 (1966). and to provide a reason why one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art would have 
been led to raodily the prior art or to cotribine prior art references to arrive at the claimed 
invention. Such reason must stem from some teaching, suggestion or implication in the prior art 
as a whole or knowledge generally available io one: having ordinary skill in the art. See Vniroyai 
Inc. V. F^Wiley Corp., 837 F.2d 1044, 1051,5 USPQ2d 1434, 1438 (Fed. Cir, 1988), cert denied, 
488 U.S. 825 (1988); Ashland Oil, Inc. v Delta Resins &. Refactories, Inc., 776 F.2d 281, 293, 
227 USPQ 657, 664 (Fed. Cir. 1985), cert denied, 475 U.S. 1017 (1986); ACS Hospital 
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Systms, Inc. V Montefwre Hospital, 732 F.2d 1572, 1577, 221 USPQ 929, 933 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 
These showings by the Exaiiiiner are an essential part; of complying with the burden of presenting 
a prima facie case of obviousness. See In re Oetiker, 971 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 USPQ2d 1443, 
1444 (Fed. Cir. 1992), The mere fact that tlie prior art may be modified in the manner suggested 
by the Exarainsf does not make the modificatidn obvious unless the prior art suggested the 
desirability of the modification. See In re FrUch, 972 R2d 1260, 1266, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1783 
84 (Fed. Cir. 1992). To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim, 
limitations must be. suggested or taught by the prior zxL^See In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 
USPQ 58(3 (CCPA: 1970). All words m a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of 
thiit claim against the prior art. See In re Wlison, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 
(CCPA 1970). 

A suggestion, teaching, or motivation to combine the prior an references is an "essential 
evidentiary component of an obviousness holding," See CJl Bard, Inc. v. MS Sys, Inc., 157 F.3d 
1340, 1352,48 USPQ2d 1225, 1232 (Fed. Cir. 1998). This showing must be Glear and particuiar, 
and broad conclusory statements about the teaching of multiple references, standing: alone, are 
not "evidence." &e In re DembkzaK 175 FJd 994 at 1000, 50 USPQ2d 1614 at 1617 (Fed. Cir. 
1999). 

Moreover, it is well settled tliat the Office must provide objective evidence of fhe basis 
used in a prior art rejection. A factual inquiry whether to modify a reference must be based on 
objective evidence of record, not merely Gonclusory statennents of the ExamJner. See In re Lee, 
277 F.3d 1338, 1343, 61 USPQ2d 1430, 1433 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 
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Purthennore. during patent exairmiation, the ? 10 bears the initial burden of presenting a 
P u Mc „asc ^ ^ ip.tiUm'i^ ^ ^ ? ^ c )'^" ^2d 1-^-^^ l■^4^ M I SPO^d 
44-i ai C 1 .992} h < Piascch, "74^ 1 \M->^ 14/2 22^ LS.>Q Nb ^1 ^ . i9S- 
It the PTO fails to meet this burden, then the Applicant is entitled to the patent. Onlv when a 
prima facie case is made, tne burden shifts to the applicant to come forward lo rebut such a case. 

Reieetions on obviousness grounds cannot be sustained bv mere conciusory statements; 
instead there musi be some articiilatcd reasoning witn some rationai unaerninmnij to support the 
legal eoicas'oi oi o^^10usne'^s ^ii kunn 441 F '^d 977 988(1 ed C ix 2\)0(^) (qucted 
appioval m K.SR In i Co ^ lekHex Inc , 550 L S 398, 41 8 (2007) 

In the sentence just prior to citing the Kahn case, the U.S. Supreme Court clearly stated 
thc^ nere 1 lO cni '•e ison to combine the known elements m the manner cldimet 

The Oth<,v, us d ^ -^i cu m out iiin^ f^at cx'^c Ofviou^ness i c h\ ncs i { p 
ob)eetive factual evidence ot a reason to combine tne known elements m the manner claimea. 
[he KSR decision aid not lift tnat burden trom the Office. 

The articulatea reasoning has to express a rationale explaining what woind have led an 
Old n in > sk 1 ed ^ l^c.^ o con bm^ sekcttd V i+uics from i^n role cn^e r\ ^ \ a\ tn H \\ onlu n ^ 
3v,-,u u! n f iL ^.ic iiut-i I'Auition ^^c, kSk hit I Co i i^^lcflci Inc 1^"S Ct i'/2~ 174 (2u0"; 
Ihub the Samcme Court ^alfimied tlie fi^damental pnnciples set forth m the Gu.nam ^ John 
Deere Co. decision, cited and discussed above. 

Applicants respectfuHy submit that Wright fails to disclose the subject matter of claim 2, 
fi-om which claims 4 and 6 depend, that Tatsuhiro fails to rem.edy the shortcomings of Wright 
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with respect to claim 2, and that claim 4 is not written in means-pius-funetion fotmat (which 
fornis the additional basis of this rejection of claim 6). 

Accordingly, m rmxex how Wright ts modified, neithe?- Wright, nor Wright in view of Tatsuhiro 
can possibly render obvious the claimed invention. 

Accordingly, the Office Action fails to make out & prima facie case of obviousness of the 
subject matter recited in eurrently pending claims 4 and 6 

RecOTisideration and withdrawal of this rejeetion are respeetfuily requested. 

Additional References 

Because none of the additionally cited references have been used to reject the claims, no 
comments need bs directed tp: those references:. 

Conclmwn 

All of the stated grounds of fejection have been properly traversed, accom.modated, or 
rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider all presently 
outstanding rejections and tliat they be withdrawn. It is believed that a fall and complete response 
has been made to die outstanding Office Action, and as such, the present application is in condition 
for allowanee. 

If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that per.sonal commiinicaiion will expedite 
prosecution of this apphcation, the Examiner is invited to telephone Robert J, Webster, Registration 
No. 46, 472, at (703}; 205-8000, in the Washington, D.C. area. 
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Prompt and favorable coTisidefatiofi of this Amendi^ is respeetfuHy requested. 

If necessarv', the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concun-ent, and ftiture replies, 
to charge payment or crc^iit any oveipayraent to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16 or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 
Date: January 4, 201 0 Respectfully suhmitted;, 



BIRCB, STEWART, ROLASGH & BIRCH, LLP 




Paul C. Lewis 
Reg. No.: 43,368 
P.O.Box 747 

Falls Chureh, Virginia 22040-0747 
Telephone: (703)205-8000 
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